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In memoriam
Cvito Fiskovi} (1908–1996)
Izlazak iz Domovinskog rata, s velikim brojem uni{tenih povi-
jesnih ambijenata i razru{enih spomenika, do~ekujemo bez
znanstvenog autoriteta i stru~ne pomo}i Cvita Fiskovi}a.
Ostavimo li ~ak po strani velik ljudski i kolegijalni gubitak,
smrt ovoga povjesni~ara umjetnosti, konzervatora, kulturnog
historika i istan~ana pisca ~ini gotovo neusporedivu prazninu
na mnogim podru~jima, u mnogim prostorima i regijama, u
razli~itim slojevima doma}e umjetni~ke ba{tine, a posebice
u poznavanju i tuma~enju civilizacijskog supstrata cijele Dal-
macije. S obzirom da je Fiskovi}eva interpretacija polazila
organski od zavi~ajnoga sredi{ta, od duboke uronjenosti u
pro{lost i neposrednu okolicu Orebi}a, kor~ulansko-pelje{kog
kanala, koordinata nekada{nje Dubrova~ke Republike, ona
nam tako|er mo‘e (i treba) poslu‘iti pri obnovi i za{titi ne
samo pojedina~nih gra|evina nego i integralnoga odnosa kul-
turnih i prirodnih sastojaka, takore}i samoga duha podneblja.
Sigurno je da nitko nije poduzeo i ostvario tako cjelovitu re-
konstrukciju tragova i ste~evina, taloga i tokova pro{losti, opet
ne samo na rije~ima nego i djelom poticanja i provo|enja
restauratorsko-konzervatorskih zahvata.
Iskustvo Cvita Fiskovi}a posebno nam je dragocjeno jer je
jednim dijelom izraslo na posljedicama sli~nih razaranja i
uni{tenja, prije pola stolje}a, za Drugoga svjetskog rata. Kao
pisac i znanstvenik on je formiran mnogo prije, diplomirav{i
1933. godine, doktorirav{i 1938, zaposliv{i se 1936. u
splitskom Arheolo{kome muzeju i po~ev{i objavljivati ve}
1932, no upravo su ga poratne prilike natjerale na specifi~nu
aktivnost i agilnost koja je rezultirala brojnim konkretnim
spoznajama na terenu. Nema dvojbe da posve nova etapa
Fiskovi}eva rada zapo~inje 1946, kada dolazi na ~elo Konzer-
vatorskog zavoda za Dalmaciju (postoje}i Regionalni zavod
za za{titu spomenika kulture), gdje kao ravnatelj i organiza-
tor ostaje pune trideset i tri radne godine.
Nema nekrologa ili komemoracije koji bi mogli ocrtati sve
teme Fiskovi}eva opusa; u tu svrhu nije dovoljna ni ove}a
studija, a jedva da bi zadovoljavala i cijela monografija. Ovom
se prilikom osvr}emo na nj ponajprije iz rakursa spomeni~ke
za{tite i konzervatorske prakse, u koje je ulo‘io znatan kreati-
vni napor a iz kojih je zauzvrat crpio mnoge dragocjene poda-
tke, komplementarne {irokim i iscrpnim arhivskim istra-
‘ivanjima. Dok je »filolo{kom metodom« uspostavio posve
novu genealogiju hrvatskoga graditeljstva, kiparstva, slikar-
stva i umjetni~koga obrta, donose}i na svjetlo dana stotine
imena i atribucija, radom na terenu razvio je zavidnu stilsko-
morfolo{ku osjetljivost, stekao pouzdane instrumente
povijesnoumjetni~ke klasifikacije i valorizacije.
Upravo na podru~ju konkretnih potreba i stru~noga
anga‘mana vrlo je rano nadma{io izolirano promatranje
pojedina~noga spomenika, a prihvatio metodu sagledavanja
i vrednovanja u kontekstu. Prvi takav rad je iz 1937. godine,
naslovljen Ure|ivanje okoline Dioklecijanova Mauzoleja, za
kojim  uskoro slijedi analogno Ure|enje splitske obale. Prem-
da je rije~ o ~lancima u dnevnom tisku, bez znanstvene apara-
ture, odmah su ukazali na ozbiljnost i utemeljenost pristupa,
na odli~no poznavanje povijesne problematike i specifi~nosti
‘ivotnih potreba.
Drugi svjetski rat, spomenusmo ve}, izo{trio je Fiskovi}eve
konzervatorske metode i uve}ao potrebe profilakse i kurati-
ve, nu‘nost svjedo~enja o stanju i prijedloga za rje{avanje
problematike ugro‘ene kulturne ba{tine. Poznato je da se za-
lo‘io za prijenos nekih umjetnina, kada su prijetile ratne opera-
cije; konkretno, pobrinuo se za skidanje Posljednje ve~ere iz
hvarskoga Franjeva~kog samostana i njezino otpremanje na
sigurnije mjesto. Jo{ za trajanja rata po~eo je prikupljati doku-
mentaciju o gubicima na planu specifi~noga nam naslje|a,
jamca identiteta i nacionalnog opstanka, te ujedno signalizirati
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zna~enje materijalne kulture u obrani autenti~nosti, tekstom
indikativna naziva Zlo~ini i barbarstvo okupatora nad kultur-
nim spomenicima Dalmacije (1944). U sli~nom duhu je, godi-
nu dana kasnije, objavio radove kao {to su Svjedo~anstvo o
ubistvu Ivana Lozice, Zadar grad ustanka, Novi putovi gradi-
teljstva, Okupator je spalio Medovi}eve slike i Partizanski
spomenici, gdje je uglavnom afirmirao ideju na{eg narodnog
kontinuiteta u otporu prema talijanskim, zapravo fa{isti~kim
i iredentisti~kim presizanjima na hrvatsku obalu Jadrana. Da-
nas bismo rekli da se aktivno suprotstavio i vlastitom nam
»kratkom pam}enju«, a osobito tendencijama neprijateljskoga
»kulturocida«, {to je ubrzo stimuliralo i znanstveno uvjerljivu
afirmaciju hrvatskog faktora u autohtonom umjetni~kom
stvarala{tvu dalmatinskih sredina impresivnom prezentaci-
jom doma}im majstora raznih nara{taja i raznih {kola, grupa-
cija i formativnog podrijetla.
Dolaskom u Konzervatorski zavod za Dalmaciju Fiskovi}
preuzima mnoge akutne zadatke u cijeloj {irini regije za koju
je odgovoran i »zadu‘en«. Osobito su uo~ljivi problemi u
bombardiranome Splitu i jo{ znatno poru{enijem Zadru (za
koji se, istina, formira ekipa drugih stru~njaka). Knji‘ica
Dalmatinski spomenici i okupator prva je inventura situacije
i svojevrsni program preuzetih obaveza, ali iste 1946. godine
nastaju i ~lanci Urbanizam i stari spomenici, Stara splitska
kazali{ta i Zapo~elo je ~i{}enje Dioklecijanove pala~e.
Nekada{nji suradnik Arheolo{koga muzeja (ali i student
odgovaraju}e discipline) izvanredno se snalazi u kasno-
anti~koj problematici, pa }e tijekom nekoliko godina biti
posebno zaokupljen istra‘ivanjima i restitucijama u naju‘oj
splitskoj gradskoj jezgri (^i{}enje Dioklecijanove pala~e,
1947; Rekonstrukcija Dioklecijanove pala~e u Splitu, 1950;
Popravak Dioklecijanove pala~e u Splitu, 1950; Prilog
prou~avanju i za{titi Dioklecijanove pala~e u Splitu, 1950).
Nasuprot purizmu »romanske« inspiracije Fiskovi} ravnopra-
vno vrednuje sve faze ‘ivota u pala~i; dapa~e, sa stanovitom
predilekcijom za neke srednjovjekovne fenomene, koji su
odre|enije iskrsnuli upravo nakon uru{avanja (stanovitih
dijelova) kasnijih gra|evina. Tako objavljuje posebne studije
o splitskim crkvama Sv. Eufemije i Sv. Nikole, zatim o split-
skom lazaretu, luci i romani~kim ku}ama, a kona~no i o ru-
{enju i razno{enju solinskih spomenika. Kruna spalatinske
konzervatorske prakse polemi~ki je pledoaje Za urbanisti~ku
cjelinu Peristila, najavljen prethodno ~lankom Uz zabranu
uklanjanja kapelica na Protirinu Peristila (1960). U tim je
tekstovima na~elno i stvarno obranio paralelno postojanje
monumentalne antike i skromne pu~ke renesansno-barokne
izgradnje. Naime, sitne kapelice Gospe od Pojasa i Gospe od
Milosr|a interpolirane su, nakon (vi{e no) milenijske cezure,
u najsve~aniju fasadu pala~e uop}e, no Fiskovi} nije dopus-
tio njihovo ru{enje u korist ~isto}e rimskog u~inka, smatraju}i
i obrazla‘u}i kako za splitsku sredinu one zna~e autenti~nu
mjeru mogu}nosti i svjedo~anstvo jedne linije urbanog konti-
nuiteta.
Zadr‘ali smo se prakti~ki na jednom jedinom lokalitetu i na
jedva desetljetnom rasponu rada. A istodobno je Fiskovi}
obra|ivao i pojedina~ne slike, kipove, crkve i ljetnikovce, ili
– ~e{}e – ~itave grupe spomenika, uvijek u svezi s terenskim
obilascima, novouo~enim podacima i za{titnim mjerama.
Koliko god zazirao od sinteznih ili kumulativnih pregleda,
preferiraju}i »induktivan pristup« (J. Belamari}) i »hermene-
utiku zavi~ajnosti« (I. Babi}), Fiskovi}u dugujemo i tako guste
priloge hrvatskoj umjetni~koj topografiji kao {to su Spomenici
na Bra~u, Goti~ka drvena plastika u Trogiru, Prvi poznati
dubrova~ki graditelji, Na{i graditelji i kipari XV i XVI stolje}a
u Dubrovniku, Zadarski sredovje~ni majstori, Segetski spo-
menici, Spomenici otoka Mljeta, Lokrumski spomenici, Dal-
matinske freske, Lastovski spomenici, Spomenici otoka Visa
od IX do XIX st., Dubrova~ki ljetnikovci i knji‘evnost, Spo-
menici grada Makarske, itd.
S nekoliko uzornih monografija odu‘io se protagonistima liko-
vne umjetnosti u Dalmaciji, po~am od majstora Radovana,
uklju~uju}i Jurja Dalmatinca i Ivana Duknovi}a, do Medovi}a
i Lozice. Pojedina~ne interpretativne priloge posvetio je
drugim velikanima i nekim stranim majstorima nazo~nima u
na{im prostorima i riznicama, u gotovo nevjerojatnom rasponu
od Mihoja Brajkova i Bla‘a Jurjeva, Nikole Firentinca i An-
drije Ale{ija, Ivana Rabljanina i Petra Jordani}a, majstora
Mavra i Nikole Dente, Paola Veneziana i Tiziana, Palme i
Tintoretta, Nikole Grassija i Ignaca Macanovi}a, Ignjata Joba
i Branka De{kovi}a, Emanuela Vidovi}a i Ivana Me{trovi}a,
pa do niza likovnokriti~kih prezentacija suvremenih nam au-
tora. Uvijek u izravnom dodiru s djelom, a ambijentom, s
lokacijom, s pitanjima o~uvanja ili popravka.
Nadahnuti eseji o Dalmaciji op}enito, o Dubrovniku i Trogi-
ru, o Splitu i Omi{u, o Kor~uli i Rabu, o Kotoru i Hvaru, o
Orebi}ima i Vrgorcu, o Marjanu i Majsanu, gotovo uvijek su
ispisani lirskim senzibilitetom i impregnirani literarnim ulom-
cima {to kao da emaniraju »genius loci«. Osim vlastitih
knji‘evnih radova Fiskovi} nam je ostavio klju~ne biograf-
ske studije o Marku Maruli}u i Petru Hektorovi}u, Hanibalu
Luci}u i Marinu Dr‘i}u, Petru Zorani}u i Marinu Gazarovi}u,
Slavku Gu~eti}u i Ignjatu \or|i}u, Ivanu Vidaliju i Petru
Kanaveli}u, Vlahu Stuli}u i bra}i Ostoji}, Anti Tresi}u
Pavi~i}u i Tinu Ujevi}u. Nikada nije preuzeo ambicije
knji‘evnokriti~kog, esteti~kog prosu|ivanja, no pritom je
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pokazao posve izniman dobar ukus, smisao za plasti~ni jezi~ni
izraz i, vi{e od svega, do‘ivljaj konkretnoga nadahnu}a, di-
menziju zbiljskih referenci. Stoga je ve}inu knji‘evnih opusa
i ostvarenja ot~itao na podlozi materijalne kulture, graditelj-
skih kristalizacija, interdisciplinarnih veza, ostvariv{i remek-
djela integralne interpretacije u prilozima o kulturi dubro-
va~koga ladanja ili u suptilnim hermeneuti~kim tra‘enjima
odnosa Hektorovi}eve, Luci}eve ili Gazarovi}eve pjesni~ke
rije~i i (komplementarnih im ili pak kontrastnih) ambijenata
njihovih ku}a, odnosno, ljetnikovaca.
Obra|ivane problemske jedinice i manje cjeline mogli bismo
gotovo {iriti unedogled, jer se mjerodavno tako|er bavio zla-
tarstvom i minijaturama, narodnim pjesni{tvom i glazbali-
ma, hortikulturom i folklornim obi~ajima, zdravstvom i sport-
skim manifestacijama. U posebnim ~lancima ili u brojnim
fusnotama grupirao je tipolo{ki kamine i zabate, kucala i
mjedene dr{ke, alabastrene kipi}e i ikone, crkveno ruho i
~ipke, lucerne i ex vota, krune bunara i stupi}e balustrada,
kamena pila i okvire prozora, knji‘ne uveze i posvetne nat-
pise, vrtno bilje i kuhinjsko posu|e... ukratko: opisao je os-
tatke sve~anih zgoda i manifestacija svakida{njeg ‘ivota, po
~emu je neiscrpan rudnik pobuda za naj{ire shva}enu kultur-
nu povijest ili pak mikropovijest, blisku namjerama francuskih
»analista«. Po horizontali i vertikali istra‘ivao je veze na{ih
krajeva s Venecijom i s Apulijom, s Markama i s Rimom, s
Francuskom i s Ma|arskom, s Engleskom i s Orijentom. U
stotinama tekstova donio je tisu}e novih podataka, uspostav-
io gustu mre‘u relacija i me|uzavisnosti s kojima }e i komp-
jutor te{ko iza}i nakraj.
Evidentno je Fiskovi} najve}i povijesnoumjetni~ki empiri~ar
kojega smo ikada imali, duboki poznavalac zbirki i muzeja,
arhiva i radionica, crkava i ateljea, udolina i otoka skromnih
naselja i urbanih cjelina. Ni programatski nije ‘elio i}i dalje
od {to cjelovitije inventarizacije ba{tine, od njezina kompeten-
tnog predo~avanja javnosti kako bi se ona spasila, za{titila,
obnovila, sa~uvala za budu}e nara{taje. Smatrao je da prije
potpune evidencije nije mogu}e na~initi sinteze, dedukcije,
panorame, teorijske poglede. Ipak je, gotovo nehotice, oboga-
tio i na{u umjetni~ku teoriju, ne samo pro{irenjem svijesti o
zavi~ajnim specifi~nostima i uvo|enjem kriterija uskla|eno-
sti, primjerenosti, punine, ~ovjekove mjere itsl., nego i pri-
mjenom interdisciplinarnih metoda a posebice otvoreno{}u
za mije{ane stilske formacije, sinkreti~ne i »ne~iste«, tipi~no
periferne fenomene, kao {to su, primjerice, istovremena mani-
festiranja gotike i renesanse ili pak romanike i gotike.
Nekoliko polemi~kih razmjena mi{ljenja s Ljubom Karama-
nom, neposrednim prethodnikom na istoj brazdi i neospor-
nim znanstvenim autoritetom, zadivljuju nas razinom i me|u-
sobnim razumijevanjem, no iz njih je evidentno kako je upravo
Fiskovi} nadma{io domete dotada{njih op}enitosti i produbio
spoznaju razmatranoga djela, umjetnika ili epohe znatno
ve}om konkretno{}u detalja i uvjerljivo{}u vizije cjeline. Po-
jam »goti~ko-renesansnog stila« ostaje nam kao ~vrsta aktiva
raspravljanja o dubrova~koj Divoni, a svijest o sna‘nijem sred-
njovjekovnom verizmu neosporan je rezultat polemike o Ra-
dovanovu portalu. Paradoksalno ali istinito, »nadigrav{i«
empirijski Karamana na njegovu vlastitom terenu, Fiskovi}
je dao novi zamah i zna~enje ba{ Karamanovim tezama o
provincijalnosti ili grani~nosti umjetni~koga stvarala{tva u
nas, dodatne argumente za shva}anje »periferne strukture«.
Obilje‘iv{i, dakle, bitno hrvatsku povijest umjetnosti, Cvito
Fiskovi} je ostavio trajan osobni pe~at i kod niza nara{taja
na{ih povjesni~ara umjetnosti. Premda nije bio sveu~ili{ni
nastavnik, ve} samo povremeni predava~ na postdiplomskim
studijima ili (vrlo ~esti) izlagatelj na simpozijima, kolokvijima,
proslavama i otvorenjima izlo‘aba, kao mentor mladih stru~-
njaka (na restauratorskom, konzervatorskom, »kunsttopograf-
skom« poslu), ostvario je neprocjenjiv izravni utjecaj. I mnoge
od suradnika na{ega Instituta uveo je u terenski rad ili mu
savjetima olak{ao prve korake prema znanstvenom opredjelje-
nju. Zahvalni smo mu za sve to, posebice pak za stvarala~ku
suradnju u ovim Radovima, gdje je tijekom petnaestak godina
objavio vi{e zna~ajnih priloga, a posljednji od njih (u svesku
18. iz 1994. godi.) posve}en je Nicolinijevu opisu Dioklecija-
nove pala~e, te na neki na~in simboli~ki zatvara krug
dominantnih za{titarskih preokupacija, kojima je posvetio vi{e
od pola stolje}a iznimno plodnog rada. Taj spis iz poodmakle
‘ivotne dobi nipo{to nije pokazivao zamor ili gubitak moti-
vacije ve} zanos i znati‘elju koje ga oduvijek karakterizirahu.
Fizi~kim nestankom Cvita Fiskovi}a izgubila je mnogo cijela
na{a struka, a dakako najvi{e Dalmacija, koja je u njemu imala
osobnost znatno iznad bilo kakvih profesionalnih okvira,
svojevrstan »dobri duh« regije. Duhovna dimenzija njegova
opusa, me|utim, ostaje trajno nazo~na, posebice u svim onim
sredinama gdje se osje}ao kao kod ku}e, a to su svi oni gradovi
i mjesta, otoci i mikropokrajine {to ih je znanstveno obradio
i afektivno posvojio. Ipak, najdublje je zaorao u dubrova~kom
kraju, u ambijentima svoga neko} idili~noga djetinjstva, koji
su pak u proteklom Domovinskom ratu pretrpjeli osobito
sna‘ne povrede i devastacije, od Cavtata do Slanoga i od Pri-
dvorja do Stona, da o samom gradu ne govorimo. Fiskovi}eva
golema ostav{tina sa svoje nas strane obvezuje da prilikom
obnove tih naselja, to jest vra}anja ‘ivotnih ritmova u stare
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After the war has ended we must now face the task of rebuild-
ing our devastated historical sites and destroyed monuments
without the help of Cvito Fiskovi} and the support of his
scholarly and professional authority. Even leaving aside the
great human and professional loss, the death of this art histo-
rian, conservator, cultural historian and writer has created an
indescribable loss in many areas and regions, in various fields
of study of the Croatian cultural heritage and especially in
the study and interpretation of the foundations of Dalmatian
civilization.  This interpretation grew organically from the
fountain-head of his origin: Orebi}, the Kor~ula-Pelje{ac chan-
nel, the coordinates of what was once the Dubrovnik Repub-
lic and his profound sense of belonging to their history and
geography. Fiskovi}’s work must therefore be relied on in the
restoration and conservation not only of individual build-
ings but in the restitution of the integral relation of cultural
and natural elements, of the very “soul” of the region. Be-
cause Fiskovi} was unique in the thoroughness with which
he reconstructed the traces and traditions, the streams and
residues of the past, not only in his writings but in the infec-
tious energy with which he put into his work of restorator and
conservator of our heritage.
Cvito Fiskovi}’s experience is particularly precious for us
because he was witness of similar destruction and devasta-
tion which occurred half a century ago, after World War II.
As a writer and scholar he was formed before World War II:
he graduated from the university in 1933, earned a Ph. D. in
1938, began working at the Archeological Museum in Split
in 1936 and began to publish in 1932. However, it was the
post-World War II scene that drove him to a specific type of
activity, in the course of which he gained rich experiences
solving concrete problems on location. A new phase in
Fiskovi}’s professional life began in 1946 when he became
the head of the Conservation Institute for Dalmatia (now the
Regional Institute for the Conservation of the Cultural Heri-
tage), a position he held for thirty-three years of his active
life.
No one commemorative text can outline all the themes of
Fiskovi}’s oeuvre; it could not be done even in a longer study,
perhaps not even in a full monograph. On this occasion we
will only mention those aspects touching on the theory and
practice of conservation to which he gave so much of his
creative energy and from which he received in return a trea-
sure trove of data subsequently fertilized by his extensive and
painstaking archival research. With the help of his “philolog-
ical method” he constituted an entirely new genealogy of
Croatian architecture, sculpture, painting and the applied arts,
bringing to light hundreds of names and attributions, while
his work on location became the basis of his firm grasp of
style and morphology, the reliable instruments of his subse-
quent classifications and evaluations of the Croatian heritage.
It was in meeting the challenge of concrete needs and profes-
sional interventions that he learned very early how to go be-
yond the isolated study of individual monuments and judge
problems  in a wider context. The first work showing the re-
sults of such an approach were his studies articles about the
regulation of the area surrounding Diocletian’s Mausoleum
(1937) and the regulation of the Split waterfront. Although
these were articles in the daily press, written without scholar-
ly pretensions, they already reveal a serious and well-informed
approach, an excellent knowledge of history and an aware-
ness of contemporary life and its needs.
During and after World War II, as we have suggested already,
he was placed in a situation where great activity and much
decision making was required from this art historian. During
the war he was already involved with the safekeeping of en-
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Supper was taken from the Franciscan monastery in Hvar and
stored in a safer location. He began to collect documents and
evidence of the destruction or disappearance of art works,
aware that the cultural heritage was a guarantor of national
continuity. In 1944 he wrote The Crimes and Barbarisms
Committed by the Occupation Forces on the Cultural Heri-
tage of Dalmatia. In a similar spirit in the following year he
wrote about the murder of Ivan Lozica, the insurgent spirit of
Zadar, the burning of Medovi}’s paintings by occupation
forces, and on Partisan memorial monuments, affirming the
notion of national continuity, and the need to resist the fas-
cist and irredentist Italian pretensions to parts of the Croatian
Adriatic coastland. He has entrusted these facts and attitudes
to our memory, warning against the “culturocide” of our her-
itage. He also re-affirmed with scholarly arguments the exist-
ence of the Croatian factor in the culture of Dalmatia through
his massive and untiring presentation of artists of this region
who were active in various periods and belonged to various
schools, groups and orientations.
As director of the Conservation Institute for Dalmatia Fisk-
ovi} was faced with many pressing tasks to be performed
throughout the region.  An especially acute problem were the
bombed sites in Split and the even greater war destruction in
Zadar (for which another team was appointed). His small
volume on the Occupation Forces and the Dalmatian Monu-
ments took the first inventory of the damages and rebuilding
programme. In the same year, 1946, Fiskovi} also wrote
“Town Planning and Ancient Monuments”, “The Old The-
atres of Split” and “The Clearing of Diocletian’s Palace Has
Begun”. The one-time associate of the Archeological Muse-
um who also studied this discipline at the university, had an
extraordinary grasp of the Late Classical heritage, and for a
number of years gave much of his time to the research and
restitution of the ancient kernel of Split (“Clearing Dio-
cletian’s Palace” 1947, “The Reconstruction of Diocletian’s
Palace in Split” 1950, “Repairing Diocletian’s Palace in Split”
1950", “A Contribution to to  the Research and Conservation
of Diocletian’s Palace in Split” 1950).  Unlike the purists of
“Roman” inspiration, Fiskovi} was equally interested in all
the phases of the Palace’s existence. Indeed, he showed a pre-
dilection for some of the Medieval phenomena which had
been revealed after the war had destroyed some of its more
recent additions. He published separate studies of the churches
of Saint Euphemia and Saint Nicholas in Split, also of the
Split lazaretto, the harbour and the Romanesque housing, and
finally the demolition and theft of the monuments in Salona.
The crown of this phase of Fiskovi}’s interest in the conser-
vation of the heritage of Split was his polemical appeal for
the “Urbanistic Unity of the Peristyle”, preceded by the pa-
per “The Chapel near the Peristyle Must Not be Pulled Down”
(1960). In these texts he defended in theory, as he did in his
practice, the right of parallel existence of the monumental
classical monuments and the modest Renaissance-Baroque
popular housing. The theme of these articles were the tiny
chapels of Our Lady of the Belt and Our Lady of Mercy which
(after a cesura of more than one thousand years) had become
interpolated into this truly monumental palace facade. But
Fiskovi} did not sanction their removal demanded by others
in the name of Roman purity, arguing that they were authen-
tic additions showing a line of urban continuity characteris-
tic of the growth of Split.
So far we have only spoken of one locality and one decade of
Fiskovi}’s work, although at the same time Fiskovi} was
working on individual paintings, sculptures, churches and
villas and even more often, groups of monuments, always
studied on the spot, in the various locations where he col-
lected new facts and made decisions regarding conservation.
Although he was not fond of so-called “synthetic” and cu-
mulative surveys, preferring the “inductive approach” (J.
Belamari}) and the “hermeneutics of his native region” (I.
Babi}), Fiskovi} also wrote rich surveys of the Croatian artis-
tic topography, such as The Monuments of Bra~, Wooden
Gothic Sculpture in Trogir, The First Recorded Builders of
Dubrovnik, Medieval Artists in Zadar, Croatian Builders and
Sculptors in Dubrovnik - 15th and 16th Century, The Monu-
ments of Mljet, The Monuments of Lokrum, Dalmatian Fres-
coes, The Monuments of Lastovo, The Monuments of Vis, IX-
XIX Century, Literature and the Villas of Dubrovnik, The
Monuments of Makarska, etc.
He also made some model monographs presenting the great
artists of Dalmatia, from Master Radovan, Juraj of Dalmatia
and Ivan Duknovi}, down to the moderns Medovi} and Loz-
ica. He also wrote studies of other great masters, including
foreign artists who lived in Croatia or whose works are in
Croatian museums, in unbelievable diversity, including Mi-
hoje Brajkov and Bla` Jurjev, Niccolo of Florence and An-
dreas Alexius, Ivan of Rab and Petar Jordani}, Master Mavro
and Nikola Dente, Paolo Veneziano and Titian, Palma and
Tintoretto, Nicolo Grassi and Ignac Macanovi}, Ignjat Job
and Branko De{kovi}, Emanuel Vidovi} and Ivan Me{trovi},
as well as numerous contemporary artists. In all these works
he always remains in direct contact with the works, their
ambience and location, as well as the questions of conserva-
tion or repair.
His inspired essays on Dalmatia in general, on Dubrovnik
and Trogir, Split and Omi{, Kor~ula and Rab, Kotor and Hvar,
Orebi}i and Vrgorac, Marjan and Majsan, are almost always
marked by lyrical sensibility, studded with literary quotations
underlining the “genius loci”. He also wrote crucial biographic
studies about the writers Marko Maruli} and Petar Hektor-
ovi}, Hanibal Luci} and Marin Dr`i}, Petar Zorani} and Marin
Gazarovi}, Slavko Gu~eti} and Ignjat \or|i}, Ivan Vidali and
Petar Kanaveli}, Vlaho Stuli} and the brothers Ostoji}, Ante
Tresi} Pavi~i} and Tin Ujevi}. He never ventured into liter-
ary critical aesthetic judgements, but writing about writers
and literature he showed exceptionally good taste, a sense for
lively expression and above all, an awareness of the impor-
tance of concrete reference. This is why for the greater part
he placed his literary  subjects into the framework of material
culture, architecture, interdisciplinary contexts, creating mas-
terpieces of integral interpretation such as his descriptions of
the culture cultivated in the Dubrovnik villas or his subtle
hermeneutic probing into the relations of the poetry of Hek-
torovi}, Luci} and Gazarovi} and the (complementary or con-
trasting) ambiences of their houses and villas.
One might go on and on enumerating his discussions of var-
ious problems or smaller compositional units, because he also
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wrote competently on goldsmiths’ work and miniatures, folk
poetry and instruments, horticulture and folk customs, health
and sports. In individual articles and numerous footnotes he
made typological groupings of fireplaces and tympani, door
knockers and brass fittings, alabaster figurines and icons,
church robes and lace, lucernes and ex vota, balustrade col-
onnettes and window frames, book bindings and memorial
inscriptions, garden plants and kitchen utensils... In short: he
described both the remains of celebrations and the manifes-
tations of everyday life, which makes him an inexhaustible
source of materials for cultural history in the broadest sense
or for a kind of micro-history like that practiced by the French
“analysts”. Horizontally and vertically, Fiskovi} researched
our relations with Venice and Apulia, Germany and Rome,
France and Hungary, England and the Orient. In hundreds of
texts he included thousands of new facts, establishing a thick
network of relations and interdependences which even a com-
puter would find difficult to process.
Clearly, Fiskovi} is the greatest empiricist art historian we
have ever had, deeply conversant with the holdings of collec-
tions and museums, archives and workshops, churches and
studios, modest settlements and urban structures. His delib-
erate aim was to achieve the fullest possible inventorization
of the heritage, its competent presentation to the public in
order to help save, protect and restore it for future genera-
tions. He believed that before a full inventory has been made
there can be no synthesis, deduction, panorama or serious
theoretical work. And yet, almost against his will, he enriched
our art theory not only by extending our consciousness about
whatever is specific of our country or by teaching us to re-
spect harmony, integrity and human measure, but also by
applying interdiscplinary methods and remaining open to
mixed stylistic formations, synchretic and “tainted”, typical-
ly peripheral phenomena, such as the contemporaneity of
Gothic and Renaissance elements, or Romanesque and Goth-
ic features in a work.
Several of his polemical exchanges with Ljubo Karaman, his
immediate predecessor who ploughed the same soil and had
unquestionable scholarly authority, force us to admire the level
of the discussions and the mutual understanding of the two
experts, although it is incontrovertible that Fiskovi} was more
successful in transcending the generalizations of the time and
reaching a deeper insight into individual works, artists or ep-
ochs by offering us a considerably greater concreteness of
detail and a more convincing vision of the whole. His notion
of the “Gothic-Renaissance style” remains a net gain in the
interpretation of the Divona Palace in Dubrovnik, and so does
the awareness of the Medieval verism of Radovan’s portal. It
may sound paradoxical that surpassing Karaman empirically
on his own territory, Fiskovi} in fact enhanced and gave new
significance to Karaman’s theories about the provinciality of
art in our latitudes, adding new arguments to the understand-
ing of “peripheral structure”.
Leaving his decisive mark in Croatian art history, Cvito Fisk-
ovi} also had a lasting personal influence on several genera-
tions of our younger art historians. Although he did not teach
in a university, apart from giving occasional lectures, he very
often spoke at conferences, anniversaries and inaugurations
of exhibitions, and acted as mentor of young conservators,
restorators and other specialists, exercising a very important
direct influence. Many members of our Institute had occa-
sion to learn from him working on various locations or lis-
tening to his scholarly advice. We are grateful to him for this,
and in particular for his creative contribution to this Review
(The Papers of the Institute of Art History) in which in a doz-
en years he published several important papers. The last of
them (Vol 18, 1994) entitled “Nicolini’s  Description of Dio-
cletian’s Palace “ may also be seen as symbolically closing
the circle Fiskovi}’s dominant preoccupation as conservator
for more than half a century of his exceptionally rich career.
This paper, written at his advanced age, shows no sign of
decline or loss of motivation, and is still inspired by his leg-
endary enthusiasm and curiosity.
The physical death of Cvito Fiskovi} is a sad loss for our
profession,  particularly in Dalmatia, where he was active not
just as a great professional, but a great personage, the “good
spirit” of the region. However, the spiritual dimension of his
achievement remains alive, especially in all those places where
he felt “at home” - in all the cities and towns, islands and
micro-regions which he has researched with his mind and
adopted with his heart. He left the deepest furrow in Dubrovnik
and its environs, in the ambiences of his idyllic childhood
which however were most cruelly devastated in the recent
war - from Cavtat to Slano, from Pridvorje to Ston, not to
mention Dubrovnik itself. Fiskovi}’s enormous legacy leaves
us with the duty and obligation to participate in the the great
task of rebuilding what has been destroyed and bringing life
back to so many time-hallowed places without ever forsak-
ing the spirit of his teaching.
Tonko Maroevi}
